been laid off any earlier than June 12, 1982, if he had not been
discharged on July 3, 1979.

ATTORNEY'S FEES

In my original decision issued on March 31, 1981, I ordered
respondent to pay complainant's counsel an amount of $2,500.
Respondent did not object to my award of attorney's fees in its
arguments before the Commission, but did raise the issue of at-
torney's fees when it filed its answer to my proposed decision
issued January 20, 1983.  The primary ground used by respondent
in support of its objection to my awarding attorney's fees in
the amount of $2,500 was that complainant's counsel did not send
respondent's counsel a copy of the letter in which he asked for
payment of 30 hours of work at a rate of $100 per hour.  My
decision reduced the number of hours to 25 because of the fail-
ure by complainant's counsel to provide a breakdown of the time
spent in conferences as compared with representing complainant
at the hearing (3 PMSHRC at 762) .

Complainant was represented by two attorneys at the first
back-pay hearing held on November 30, 1982.  In a letter to the
parties dated February 28, 1983, I ruled that nothing had oc-
curred at the hearing held on November 30, 1982, which warranted
complainant's being represented by two attorneys and that I
would not entertain a bill for attorney's fees which reflected
more hours for attending that hearing than the time which would
have been expended by one attorney.

At the second back-pay hearing held on July 12, 1983, com-
plainant's counsel stated that he would forego any additional
compensation for work done in connection with the back-pay issues
if respondent's counsel would agree to the prior award of $2,500
which I had provided for in my original decision.  Respondent's
counsel agreed to accept the offer of settlement of the issue of
attorney's fees (BPTr. 103-104).  The settlement of the issue of
attorney's fees was thereafter mentioned '(BPTr. 128) in connec-
tion with the possibility of complainant's counsel having to
write a brief in reply to any brief which respondent's counsel
might submit with respect to use of versatility in determining
the date of complainant's being laid off for economic reasons.
It was agreed at that time that complainant's counsel would sub-
mit an additional claim for attorney's fees if he believed that
an additional amount should be awarded (BPTr. 128) .  Inasmuch
as no additional request for attorney's fees has been submitted
by complainant's counsel, no additional amount for attorney's
fees needs to be awarded as a part of this back-pay decision.

651mployees should be laid off when a company is reducing
